Abstract. An elementary proof of the normality condition is given. In addition, the convexity-concavity character of the yield surface is found to be related to the changes in elastic stiffness that take place during plastic loading.
1. Introduction. In 1965-66, Green and Naghdi [1, 2] introduced a thermodynamic nonlinear theory of plasticity which has been the subject of much refinement and critical review over the past quarter century. A summary of the advances made in the related purely mechanical theory has been given by Casey and Naghdi [3, 4] , Both the thermodynamical and the mechanical theory have a certain appeal because of their generality, objectivism, and rational structure. As the original ideas of Green and Naghdi were advanced, Naghdi and Trapp [5] found, in the purely mechanical theory, that a postulate which restricts the work expended to be nonnegative in a cyclic strain path was sufficient to imply a certain normality condition. Roughly, the part of the stress rate that is due to the generation of plastic strain and work hardening during plastic loading must be normal to the yield surface (in strain space) and inwardly directed. In addition, by use of the same work postulate, Naghdi and Trapp [6] found that the yield surface (in both stress and strain space) must be convex, but only for a very special class of elastic-plastic materials. Essentially, this class requires the stress to depend linearly on the difference between the strain and the plastic strain, via a constant linear transformation. More recent simplified proofs of normality and restricted convexity have been given by Casey [7] . However, while Casey's idea of proof is sound and reasonably convincing, we find that the calculations that support his argument for normality are incomplete in a fundamental way.
In Sec. 3 of the present paper we give an elementary proof of normality which utilizes the above-mentioned work postulate and relies mainly on the mean value theorem of integral calculus. A brief critique of Casey's proof of normality is contained in a footnote in this section.
In Sec. 4, we consider the question of convexity of the yield surface for general elastic-plastic materials. We show that if the material is such that the local elasticity tensor (i.e., the second derivative of the stored energy function with respect to strain) undergoes a negative semidefinite change during plastic loading, due to the generation of plastic strain and work hardening, then the yield surface must be convex. Roughly speaking, this corresponds to a material that would become less or equally stiff with respect to future elastic unloading and reloading as a consequence of previous plastic loading. If the change in the local elasticity tensor is positive definite, then we find an inequality that places a restriction on the convexity-concavity character of the yield surface, but the restriction is not sufficiently strong to eliminate the possibility of the yield surface being concave.
2. Fundamental constitutive structure. Let X denote the point occupied by a partide of a body 38 c M in a fixed reference configuration at time / = 0, and let x = x(X, t) be the position of that particle at time t. The deformation gradient field F(X, t) is given by F = VZ,
and we assume that detF > 0 for all Xe^ and for all time t. In the purely mechanical nonlinear theory of plasticity it is common to assume the existence of a symmetric plastic strain tensor field P(X, /) e Sym and a work-hardening scalar field k(X, t), and suppose that the second (symmetric) Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensor field t(X , t) e Sym is given by a differentiable constitutive response function through the relation t = t(E,P,k).
Here,
is the Green-St. Venant strain tensor. In addition, a smooth yield function g(E, P, k)
is introduced along with the idea that the set of all symmetric tensors {E e Sym|g(E, P, k) < 0} is homeomorphic to an open ball in Sym and, for fixed P and k , characterizes the region of elastic strains. The yield surface corresponding to fixed P and k is the boundary of the region of elastic strains and is given by the set of all E e Sym such that g(E, P, k) = 0.
A particle X e 38 is elastic at time t if S(E(X,0,P(X,0>k(X,0)<0.
It is only when £(E(X, *)» P(X, t), k(X, 0) = o (6) that the particle X e 38 is said to be plastic, and then the following three alternatives characterize the loading condition for X:
(i) Plastic unloading: ff(E(X, t), P(X, t), k(X, t)) ■ E(X, /) < 0; ohj (ii) Plastic neutral loading: ^ §(E(X, t), P(X, t), k(X, t)) • £(X, t) -0 ; o& (iii) Plastic loading: ff(E(X, t), P(X, t),x{X, t)) ■ E(X, t) > 0. uhj Whenever X e 38 is subject to plastic loading for an interval of time, it is assumed that X remains plastic and, therefore, that (6) holds identically. Thus, *-n-t+U-p+U-<-°-<7> during plastic loading. It is assumed that plastic strain is generated only during plastic loading. Thus, it is common to postulate1 that
where the fourth-order tensor M is given by a constitutive assumption
It follows from the continuity of the right-hand side in (8) that there exists a symmetric tensor £ € Sym with
such that (8) may be written equivalently as P -{ s (If ' ^) during plastic loadinS' ^ j j j 0 otherwise.
Finally, in plasticity theory it is common to assume that the evolution of hardening is governed by a differential equation of the form
where the symmetric tensor K e Sym is given by a constitutive assumption
Thus, the constitutive structure of the purely mechanical theory is dependent upon the specification of the constitutive response functions, f(E, P, k) of (2), S(E, P, k) of (10), and K(E, P, k) of (13). In addition, the yield function g(E, P, k) must be specified. During plastic loading, it readily follows from (7), (11), and (12) that
This constitutes a restriction of the constitutive functions X(E, P, k) of (10) and K(E, P, k) of (13). 
in any process such that X(X,t0) = X(X,tl),
x(X,t0) = x(X,tl).
Here, we have used the form r-E for the stress power per unit volume in 38 rather than the equivalent expression S • F which involves the first Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensor S = tFt . During such a process, r(X, t) is to be computed according to (2) so that
where P(X, t) and «r(X, t) must evolve in agreement with (10)-(13). Naghdi and Trapp [5] and, more recently, Casey [7] have applied the above work assumption to show that a certain second-order tensor (20), which depends on the constitutive functions f(E, P, k) , £(E, P, k) , and K(E, P, k) , must be normal to, and directed inward from, the yield surface. While Casey's work very much simplifies the original proof of Naghdi and Trapp, the calculations given in support of his conclusion are, in fact, not entirely correct. Nevertheless, his main idea is unequivocal.
Our proof of this important normality condition, which follows, is reasonably elementary and relies on the mean value theorem of integral calculus and the differentiability of the stress constitutive function r(E, P, k) . It is of preliminary significance to note that, according to a result of Gurtin [8, p . 188], we may fixXEf and apply the work inequality (15) to any piecewise smooth closed curve
That is, we may drop the condition £(X, t0) -E(X, t,) without affecting the validity of (15). We shall do this, but first observe, from (2), (11), and (12), that the stress rate is given by QE] + ( tS; ' E ) o during plastic loading,
To briefly describe the issues here, first it is important to note that the integral defining //->(«) in (3.5) of Casey's paper [7, p. 66 ] is over the time interval of elastic behavior (e, 2e), which immediately follows the plastic loading part of his strain cycle. Therefore, for all time I in the interval (£, 2e) the plastic strain Ep(t) and the strain-hardening parameter K(t) are both constant and equal to Ep(e) and K(e) , respectively. These are the values that were generated by the end of the time interval of plastic loading (0, e). This means that the function h(t) that occurs in the integrand of H2(e) in Casey's work actually depends on e . Since this was not recognized, the derivatives of H2(e) given in (3.8) of [7] do not reflect this dependence. However, when this dependence is taken into account, notwithstanding the longer calculations, at e = 0 his conclusions (3.9) still hold. Thus, Casey's main idea is indifferent to the edependency noted here, and essentially his method of proof of normality still works.
A similar observation also applies to the function //2(e) in (4.16a), and its derivative in (4.24), of Casey and Tseng [9] .
where the local elasticity tensor C is defined by C=|| = C(E,P,k)
and
The normality condition, to which we now turn, may be stated as follows: There exists y = y(E, P, k) > 0 such that (21» First, fix X e 38 and consider its presence as implicit in the remainder of this work. Then, the work postulate corresponding to (15) may be written as rt, During the time interval [t0, /*], tQ < t* < tl , plastic loading takes place, and in the remainder of this strain cycle, t e [t* , / J , the condition of plastic unloading applies. Thus, for t £ (tQ, t*) we have
where E(f) is given by (27),. Notice that
For t e(t*, tx) the condition of plastic unloading requires that P(?) = 0 and k(t) = 0, so during this time interval we have
Thus, (22) now has the more specific form
T ( E0 + -p-2-sM, P(0 , K(t) ■ eMdt/(t -t0 f I E0 + ( ^t ) eM, P(f), K(t') ) • cMdt/(t. -t") > 0, t] -t
where P(/) and K(t), for t e (t0, t*], are generated by (29). Now, fix the units in which time is measured and let [?0 , and [?0 , /*] be such that tl-t0 = e, t*-tQ = ;le,
where 1 e (0,1). If we then change the integration variable in the first integral above so that t >-> a = t -tQ, and in the second integral so that t h-> a = 0/(1 ~ k) > the inequality may be readily reduced to the more convenient form i/""ke»+(33) -t (e0 + jM, P(Ae),Jc(Ae)j] -Mda>0.
Here, the functions P(-) and k(-) are defined by P(a) = P(?0 + a), k{a) = K(t0+a), and, because of (30) and (31), they have the properties
Notice that, by (29), we have the following two additional properties:
Finally, observe that the mean value theorem allows us to write (33) in the equivalent form t I E0 + ^eM, P(A0e), /c(/Le) ) -11 E" + , P(Ae), «:(Ae)
where is some number in the interval (0, k). It is now straightforward to use the differentiability of f (E, P, k) , along with (35) and (20) 
Thus, by (28) and the fact that A0 < X, we may conclude that <r(E0 , P0, /c0) • M < 0 for all M 6 Sym such that
According to an argument of Naghdi and Trapp [5] , this implies that there exists y = y(E0, P0, kq) > 0 such that
which proves the normality condition (21). 4 . Convexity of the yield surface. Here, we give a sufficient condition, in terms of the change in the local elasticity tensor during plastic loading, for the convexity of the yield surface, and then show that if the condition is not satisfied the yield surface cannot be "too concave." In order to express this in more quantitative terms, first observe from (11), (12), and (19) that
This tensor is a measure of the irreversible change that takes place in the local elasticity tensor C during plastic loading. It will have an effect on the convexity character of the yield surface. Now, to facilitate our work, let Ea e Sym be a point inside the region of elastic strains corresponding to (PQ , k0) so that g(Ea , P0, k0) < 0 . Then, let A(-): [a, Z0] -> Sym be a smooth curve in this region of elastic strains that satisfies A(a) = Ea , A(t0) = E0, where E0 is a point on the yield surface corresponding to (P0, k0) . 
.
4The fourth-order tensor T satisfies the same symmetry properties as C .
where b = t{+t0-a . During the time interval [a , t()\ elastic loading takes place on a strain path that is inside the region of elastic strains corresponding to (PQ, k0) . Then, according to (27) and (28), during the time interval [/0 , /,] plastic loading is in effect until the specified intermediate time t* e {t0, t{) and thereafter in this interval the strain path is reversed and unloading takes place inside the newly generated region of elastic strains corresponding to (P(t*), K(t*)). This unloading continues during the time interval , b] on a reversal of the strain path that was followed in the initial interval. For this closed strain curve, our considerations of the previous section, which led up to (37), allow us to write the work postulate (22) 
To obtain this, we have, of course, used (26) and applied the definitions (19), (20), and (39), and we have also used (35). Otherwise, the calculation is straightforward. Now, by substituting (44) into (41), dividing the resulting inequality through by e, and letting e -► 0 we reach
for all M e Sym such that (28) holds. Because of (28) we may drop the multiplying factor in front of this inequality, and then by using the normality condition (21) In this case, the first term in the inequality (45) is negative, and, by hypothesis, the second term is nonpositive. Thus, the sum is negative and consequently, the inequality is not satisfied for |E -E0| sufficiently small. This contradiction then allows us to conclude that the yield surface corresponding to (P0, kq) must be convex at E0. □ If r(E0, P0, Kg) is positive definite, an argument like that in the above proof, which is based on the premise that the yield surface corresponding to (P0, kq) is not convex at E0 , will need to be refined. This is because the first two terms in (45) are, now, of opposite sign and also of the same order of magnitude in |Efl -E0|, i.e., when |Efl -E0| is small, Ea -E0 is also nearly orthogonal to {dg/dE)(E0, PQ , kq) . To argue this case, then, it is first helpful to observe that in (45) we may limit Ea to be a point on the yield surface corresponding to (PQ, «r0). Then, corresponding to (P0, k0) can be, but is not necessarily, concave at E = E0 . While the "amount" of allowable concavity is restricted by the inequality (46), it does not seem fruitful to further pursue this quantitatively at this stage. We turn, finally, to an interpretation of the definiteness conditions imposed on r(E0 , P0, kq) in the earlier theorem and statement above for the special constitutive assumption
Here, r = dW/dE = C(P, k)[E -P], and C = <9t/<9E = C(P,/c).
It is common to assume that C is positive definite. In this case, from (38) and (39) we get C I (^E '^) ^ during plastic loading, 0 otherwise, where, it should be recalled, T = f(E, P. k) may depend on E as well as P and k , since the constitutive functions K and E may exhibit this full dependency. During plastic loading we have (dg/t9E)-E>0 and, then, C and T are positive or negative definite in sympathy with one another. Thus, when r(E0, P0, k0) is negative semidefinite, as required in the earlier theorem, the local elasticity tensor C(P, k) is instantaneously undergoing a change at (PQ, kq) as a result of plastic loading that tends to make the material equally or less stiff with respect to future elastic unloading or reloading. When this is the case, according to the theorem the yield surface corresponding to (P0, «r0) is convex at E0 . Clearly, the case C(P, k) = constant, independent of P and k , is included here as a special case, but, of course, the convexity here is well known [6, 7] , On the other hand, when r(E0, PQ, kq) is positive definite, the local elasticity tensor C(P, k) must change at (P0, kq) so as to stiffen5 the response of the material to future elastic unloading and reloading. While the yield surface corresponding to (PQ , kq) may be convex at EQ , our earlier argument shows only that there is a mild bound on its degree of concavity.
5See Fig. 1 for an interpretation of the idea of less stiff and more stiff'slastic response. 
